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THE LIKELIHOOD_OF A BRITISH-FRENCH RESORT
TO _MILITARY ACTION AGAINST EGYPT
IN THE SUEZ CRISIS

o h - o]

THE PROBLE

To estimate-the likelihood and probable circumstances of a Bntxsh-French resort .
to military actlon —against Egypt during the next few weeks. o

CONCLUSIONS'

1. At least for the immediale future, the __ such violent provocation frormoccumng, o
UK and France will almost certainly seek _ though it is always p0531b1€ that he may

to keep the way open for the use of force._ mnotbeabletodoso———

The temptation_for~the British and 3 vy, 46 10t Believe that the nonviolent
French governments to resort to military — incidents which are likely 16 666t —in-

action against:Egypt will probably be terruption of shipping in the canal, re-
great over the nexi few weeks, despite_. — fusal to admit ships w “with users” _pilots, )

substantial opposition in the UK (and differences over tolls — will cause the UK

elsewhere) to the use-of force. and  France to_take military ac tloni;;;

2. On balance, at this stage of the crisis against Egyptsolongasthe UScontinues ..~
we believe that UK-French resort tomili- 0 oppose the use of force. Should the =
tary action is likely only in the event of  situation develop so asto causethe US
some new and violent provocation—such _ fo sanction the use of force, thereisat
as major violenpe to British and French _ least an even chance that Prime Minister i

nationals and property in Egypt — which _ Eden would move despite the continued

would unite British public opinion behind _ existence of public opposition to such a
such action. In_such an event, the UK _ course. :

and France would probably use force 4. Finally, it is possible, but we believe _

against Egypt even without US support. __unlikely during the psriod o of this esti-  *.
We believe that Nasser realizes this, _ mate, that other situationsof friction in -

end will make every effort o prevent e area— the Arab-Istaeli conflict, or

*The Suez s!tnatmn has In the past two months Iragql'by ran relatmn%fp lfe’“ gmp le,:— —
undergone rapid changes, and is likely to do so ~ might develop in such a way as to fur-

£8ain. Divelopments re, Lo an unusual degree, K-French lh I —
subject o Influences which cannot be eualnated,fm&h an occasion for U? € c,,_ m ta Y:
at this Ume, - intervention against Nasser,
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5. The majority of the British cabinet, espe-  canal which the UK and France would regard bi
k! cially Prime Minister Eden, and virtually all  &s effective. Having firmly rejected theplan -
g the members of the French cabinet, are con- to have ships transit the canal vnder “users’
L yvinced that the elimination of Nasser is—es— — association” auspices, he will dlmost certalnly
E sential {0 the preservation of vital Westernin-—— deny passage to those ships which refuse to
3 : terests in the Middle East and North Africa. accept Egyptian-supplied pilots and may also :
E They are gravely concerned with the dangers  bar those which xefuse to pay tolls ditectlyto —  °
E i -of appeasement_and probably believe that — Egypt in convertible funds. There are various
o forceful action mgainst Nasser offers the only  technical means by which Nasser coud pre-
¥ real hope of arresting the decline of their vent the passage of ships failing to meet
f o~ s positions. They have taken pains to empha- ~ Egypt's conditions, even withoutresort tomili-— 7
E size that they remain prepared to uss forcc tary force. o
] e i They are continuing thelr mili- g "y ypermore, to the extent that Western
- ry buildup in-the Mediterranean. They s . o e
1 e A —an 21U shipping continues to use the cenal on Egypt's f
= :;%"lg g%:’f;;ﬁ%;e Q;ﬁé%rg ar;ad:?mes;s terms, it may encounter, at least in the early S
S . RA ny * stages, accidents, “delays, and obsiruclions i
L - &. Nevertheless, over the course of the Suez arising from Egyptian failures of operation. |
. crisis, the British and to a lesser exlent the “The UK and France would view such incidents e
i French governments have come increasingly &8 further justification for forceful action ~
! to recognize disadvantages to the use of force. szainst Nasser.. e
: Although they continue to believe thal here o <ot tmocn factrre are thus 1ikelv 10 B
would be no serious Soviet military reaction %, While thes factors are JDM”‘? maln-
and appear (o discount the likelihood of crit- tain the temptation to use force at a high
: jcal repercussions—in the Aradb states, they Jevel, the inhibltlons to the use of force will
! have been forced lo recognize that a resort probably ,al‘so contﬂlejq be §,t£ong._ Egyp ;t;;;
? to military action would entail serious adverse and its Soviet and neutralist friends will pr ob-
) N onsY thronghout the ron-Communist — S0 €ontinue 1o Proc Nesser's proposals for =
T o 5 the pressure of do- & NEW CONTeTence on he B ues 8 et
s mestic and world opinion, they have felt conr~ Boncraliog b - e retars Bgans ..
. pelled to indicate that they would use foree Mm‘f 1L "f‘- e‘sttrezfie;fs the case
. only as a last resort, and the British govern- .. & ‘f“ Ior_exampy_gl on | t;figfounﬁs (?I __
; et has reluetantly undertaken 1o take its  Ocnia) Of PASSEEE of Western shipping), this
. grievanices to the UN § eﬁy,@ﬁiﬂﬁé{l?wm provide i}xrtih,e,r,demonstratxonioifnam- ,,,,,,,
: 3 : e e ' xhaust all peaceful
. in case of emergency) before making any miti- ish-French desxrf: to exhaust al “peaceful -
$ 7 gency) belore ganymit: f achieving their objéctives. While
: tary move against Egypt. means of achieving their objeclives. whlle =
: , the UK and France might then regard them-
: 7. The temptation to resort to military ac- selves to be jn a better position to justify &,
St tion against Egypt wilt be great over the next  resort to force, the appeal to the UN would
few weeks, particulerly in view of the continy- —almost certainly generate new demands for
; ing Anglo-French military buildup and the _ conchiation. . It Inight. even result In & resolu-
. unyiclding stand of Nasser, As long as the “~tion— politically _dificult for the Western =
B USSR continues to support Egypt, it is highly  powers o bppqsgfrg»ppgiﬁcal1j:,§njainih§}li@7”" o
. unlikely that any diplomatic and economic _ partiesto refrain from use of force. There
1. pressures that can be brought to bear against will probably be & growing tendency on the -
! Nasser will offer any early prospect that he _part of many who had_originally supported
| will retreat from his refusal to accept a degice  the use of force to feel that the opportune =
'. t of international supervision or control of the — roment for such actionhadpassed.
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10 The attitude of the US will continue tobe . 11. ILremams possible, though we believe |
of very great importance. The UK and France . unlikely Juring the périod of this estimate,
fully recognize that a resort to military force_that if the UK and Frarice are inhibited from
" against Nasser without at least fmplicit US  using force over.the Suez issue per se, they R
support would involve risks which they w wczule’x'ﬁt eventuany take military action against
hesitate to assume alone.” On the other hand, = Nasser in conrection with other possible crises | 7
there are limits to the US restraining in-  inthearea. Itis possible thatothersituations 73{ :
fiuence. If a situation should develop in  of friction — the Arab-Israeli conflict or Iraqi- 1
which British opinion generally was prepared _Syrian relations, for example — might develop | |
to accept the use of force, the British govern-  in such a8 way as to furnish an occasion
ment would probably resort to force even for UK-French rmhta:z Intervention. against -
without USsupport.- - - -, - Nasser, _ _



